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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature Of The Case 
Taylor M. Swain appeals from the judgment entered upon his conditional 
guilty plea to possession of methamphetamine, claiming the district court erred in 
denying his motion to suppress. 
Statement Of Facts And Course Of Proceedings 
After witnessing Swain make an illegal lane change, Officer Cody Samson 
initiated a traffic stop. (2/18/2014 Tr. p.8, L.21 - p.9, L.12.) When Officer 
Samson asked Swain for identification, Swain "said he was in the process of 
trying to get it" and "was trying to organize his stuff to move to Utah." (2/18/2014 
Tr., p.10, Ls.10-22.) Based on prior contacts with Swain, Officer Samson knew 
Swain did not have a driver's license or identification card, which Officer Samson 
confirmed through dispatch. (2/18/2014 Tr., p.11, Ls.8-10, p.12, Ls.12-19.) 
Officer Samson arrested Swain for failing to purchase a driver's license. (R., 
p.16.) During a search incident to arrest, Officer Samson found 
methamphetamine in Swain's pocket and, after a canine alerted on Swain's 
truck, Officer Samson found drug paraphernalia. (R., p.16.) 
The state charged Swain with possession of methamphetamine. (R., 
pp.13-14, 32-33.) Swain filed a motion to suppress, claiming his arrest was 
invalid because it did not comply with I.C. § 49-1407 and, as a result, the 
methamphetamine discovered during the search incident to his arrest should be 
suppressed. (R., pp.47-50.) After holding an evidentiary hearing, the district 
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court entered a written order denying Swain's motion, concluding the arrest was 
lawful. (2/18/2014 ; R., pp.68-70.) 
Swain entered a conditional guilty plea to possession of 
methamphetamine, reserving the right to appeal the denial of his suppression 
motion. (R., pp.80-83; see generally 7/21/2014 Tr.) The court imposed a 
suspended unified five-year sentence, with two years fixed, and Swain timely 
appealed. (R., pp.101-105, 115-117.) 
2 
ISSUE 
Swain states the issue on appeal as: 
Did the district court err when it denied Mr. Swain's Motion to 
Suppress? 
(Appellant's Brief, p.3.) 
The state rephrases the issue on appeal as: 
Has Swain failed to show the district court erred in denying his motion to 
suppress given that his arrest was valid and given that an alleged violation of a 
state statute does not warrant suppression? 
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ARGUMENT 
Swain Has Failed To Show Any Error In The Denial Of His Motion To Suppress 
Based On An Alleged Statutory Violation 
A. Introduction 
Swain contends "that his oral statement of identification, combined with 
the fact that Officer Samson knew him from prior contact was sufficient evidence 
of identity" that foreclosed Officer Samson's ability to arrest him for failing to 
purchase a driver's license. (Appellant's Brief, p.5.) Notwithstanding this 
argument, Swain concedes that suppression is not the appropriate remedy when 
an arrest does not comport with a state statute because a statutory violation does 
not result in a constitutional violation. (Appellant's Brief, pp.5-6.) 
"[N]evertheless," Swain argues, "the evidence found during the search incident to 
arrest should be suppressed." (Appellant's Brief, p.6.) The evidence supports 
the district court's finding that Swain's arrest was valid and the law supports the 
conclusion that suppression would not be required even if the arrest was invalid. 
B. Standard Of Review 
The standard of review of a suppression motion is bifurcated. When a 
decision on a motion to suppress is challenged, the appellate court accepts the 
trial court's findings of fact that are supported by substantial evidence, but freely 
reviews the application of constitutional principles to those facts .. State v. Diaz, 
144 Idaho 300, 302, 160 P.3d 739, 741 (2007). 
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C. The District Court Correctly Concluded Swain's Arrest Was Valid. And As 
Swain Concedes, Suppression Is Not The Proper Remedy Even If His 
Arrest Violated Idaho Code Section 49-1407 
Idaho Code Section 49-1407 limits an officer's ability to arrest for a 
misdemeanor violation of Title 49, which includes the failure to purchase a 
driver's license, I.C. § 49-301. One of the circumstances authorizing an arrest is 
"[w]hen the person does not furnish satisfactory evidence of identity or when the 
officer has reasonable and probable grounds to believe the person will disregard 
a written promise to appear in court." I.C. § 49-1407(1). The district court found 
this circumstance was satisfied in this case because Swain did not provide any 
evidence of identity. (R., p.70.) In addition, the evidence presented at the 
suppression hearing revealed that Swain told Officer Samson that he was "trying 
to organize his stuff to move to Utah." (2/18/2014 Tr., p.10, Ls.19-22.) That 
Swain disagrees with the district court's finding that the arrest was proper under 
I.C. § 49-1407 falls far short of establishing the district court's decision was 
erroneous. (Appellant's Brief, p.5.) 
Even if this Court agreed with Swain's assertion that the district court 
erred in finding his arrest was valid, as Swain concedes, he is not entitled to 
suppression as a result because a violation of a state statute does not compel 
the Fourth Amendment remedy of exclusion. 1 In Virginia v. Moore, 553 U.S. 164, 
1 Although the district court did not deny Swain's motion to suppress on the basis 
that suppression is not the proper remedy for an alleged statutory violation, this 
Court can affirm on any ground supported by the record and the law. See, ~. 
State v. Hansen, 151 Idaho 342, 346, 256 P.3d 750, 754 (2011) ("Although the 
district court held that Kirsch had actual authority to consent to the home search, 
we decline to address this issue and affirm on the alternative grounds that the 
warrant was justified by apparent authority."). 
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166 (2008), the Supreme Court "consider[ed] whether a police officer violates the 
Fourth Amendment by making an arrest based on probable cause but prohibited 
by state law." The Court concluded such an arrest does not violate the Fourth 
Amendment and stated that "it is not the province of the Fourth Amendment to 
enforce state law. That Amendment does not require the exclusion of evidence 
obtained from a constitutionally permissible arrest." & at 178. The Idaho 
Supreme Court recognized this principle in State v. Green, 158 Idaho 884, _, 
354 P.3d 446, 454 (2015), and rejected the defendant's request in that case to 
provide greater protections under the Idaho Constitution. Swain's contention that 
he is entitled to suppression notwithstanding Moore and Green fails. 
Swain has failed to establish error in the denial of his motion to suppress. 
CONCLUSION 
The state respectfully requests that this Court affirm Swain's conviction. 
DATED this 13th day of October, 2015. 
~ nc ;J:iux_) J:.-:::::::::: 
JESSICA M. LORELlO 
Deputijttorney General 
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